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Rawinder Kaur petitionsfor review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’'s

(BIA) dismissal of her appeal from the Immigration Judge’s (1J) denial of her
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applications for asylum and withholding of removal. We review for substantial
evidence. Gonzalez-Hernandezv. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 995, 998 (9th Cir. 2003);
Lanza v. Ashcroft, 389 F.3d 917, 933 (9th Cir. 2004). We grant the petition and
remand to the BIA to conduct an individualized assessment of the changed country
conditionsin light of Kaur’s specific circumstances.

Because the BIA assumed that Kaur had proven past persecution,' she was
entitled to a presumption of future persecution rebuttable only if the government
showed by a preponderance of the evidence that there has been a “fundamental
change in circumstances such that the applicant no longer has a well-founded
fear.” Tawadrusv. Ashcroft, 364 F.3d 1099, 1103 (9th Cir. 2004) (citation and
internal quotation marks omitted). In determining whether the government had
done so, “the BIA must provide an individualized analysis of how changed
conditions will affect the specific petitioner’ s situation.” Lopez v. Ashcroft, 366
F.3d 799, 805 (9th Cir. 2004) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted).

“Information about general changesin the country is not sufficient.” Garrovillas v.

'Although the BIA did not explicitly reverse the 1J' s adverse credibility
finding, the BIA decision discredited it, and the DHS concedes before us that the
BIA rgected the |Jsfinding. Therefore, Kaur' s testimony isto be taken astrue
upon remand.



INS, 156 F.3d 1010, 1017 (9th Cir. 1998). Here, the BIA failed to engage in such
an individuaized determination.

Likewise, the BIA’ s determination that internal resettlement was aviable
option was not supported by adequate analysis of whether it would be safe and
reasonable for Kaur to do so, asthat analysis was not individualized and did not
reflect her specific circumstances. Kaiser v. Ashcroft, 390 F.3d 653, 659 (9th Cir.
2004); Knezevic v. Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1206, 1214-15 (9th Cir. 2004).

Accordingly, we remand to the BIA to perform such an individualized
assessment in light of Kaur’s specific circumstances and the changed country
conditions.

PETITION FOR REVIEW ISGRANTED AND REMANDED.



